The opinion in support of the decision being entered today was
not witten for publication and is not binding precedent of
t he Board.
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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejection of

claim7, the only claimpending in the application.

The invention is directed to high precision printing
using a laser light source and a photoreceptive surface. In
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particul ar, two-dinensional interpolation is enployed so that
the light spot produced on the photoreceptor is adjustable
W th subpi xel precision in both the direction of the |aser
beam sweep and the direction in which the photoreceptor is

r ot at ed.

Claim7 is reproduced as foll ows:

An i mage processing systemfor two di nensional
interpolation in a laser printer, conprising:

a photoreceptive surface;

a |l aser source having a nodul atable intensity, the |aser
source positioned to direct a laser |ight spot against the
phot or ecepti ve surface;

an i mage data source for supplying a first raster and a
second raster of image data, with both the first raster and
the second raster of image data being a row of sanpl e val ues;

a two dinensional interpolator connected to receive first
and second rasters of imge data fromthe i nage data source
and determ ne both a resanple value and associ ated two
di mensi onal slope information for the resanple value, with the
resanpl e val ue and associ ated two di nensi onal sl ope
information used to control nodul ation of the |aser source and
its directed | aser light spot, the two dinensional
interpolator using a first sanple value, a second sanple
value, a third sanple value and a fourth sanple value, with
the first sanple value and the second sanpl e val ue being
consecutive sanples in the row of sanple values fromthe first
raster, and with the third sanple value and the fourth sanple
val ue bei ng consecutive sanples in the row of sanple val ues
fromthe second raster.
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The exam ner relies on the follow ng reference:

Femal et al. [Femal ] 5, 299, 300 Mar. 29,
1994
Claim7 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as

unpat ent abl e over Fenal.

Reference is made to the brief and answer for the

respective positions of appellants and the exam ner.

OPI NI ON

The exam ner contends that Fenal teaches an i mge
processi ng systemfor two di nensional interpolation. The
exam ner identifies Figure 1 of the reference as show ng an
i mge data source and the exam ner points to colum 6, |line 46
to colum 8, line 17 of Femal for a teaching of a two-

di mrensional interpolator. The exam ner admts that Femal does
not teach a photoreceptor and a nodul atabl e | aser |ight

source, as clainmed, but contends that Fenal's display device
15 woul d have suggested to skilled artisans that any well

3



Appeal No. 1998-1521
Application No. 08/584, 990

known type of display unit, such as a | aser printer, may be

used in the Femal system

For their part, appellants contend that the artisan
famliar wth Femal's di scl osure would not have been led to
equate the inmage display device 15 with a high performance
hyperacuity laser printer. Appellants contend that there is
no suggestion in Fermal of the use of an alternative display
device and no reference to the use of lasers for directing
I ight spots agai nst a photoreceptive surface. Accordingly, in
appel l ants' view, the exam ner has failed to make out a prim

faci e case of obvi ousness.

W& reverse.

Wi |l e appell ants' argunent appears weak to us in that
t hey never explain why it would not have been obvious to
substitute one type of display (laser printer) for another
(CRT), contending only that there is no suggestion for making
the substitution, we will, nevertheless, reverse the

exam ner's rejection.
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The exam ner contends that Femal's system and the instant
cl ai med invention both disclose simlar interpolation
techni ques and that the only difference between the two is in
the type of display enployed. Appellants do not deny that
Femal uses a simlar interpolation processing technique as the
cl ai med invention, arguing the obviousness/ nonobvi ousness of

substituting a laser printer for the CRT display of Fenmal.

Based on only these argunents al one, we would hold for
t he exam ner because the substitution of one type of display
for another, in general, would appear to be an obvi ous
nodi fication which is not convincingly rebutted by appell ants.
However, appellants do argue, at page 3 of the brief, that
Femal does not disclose the claimed photoreceptive surface or
| aser source "in conjunction with other elenents of the
clainmed invention.™ Wile, normally, this would be so general
an argunent as to be an argunent about only the photoreceptive
surface or |aser source, per se, our review of the clained
subject matter reveals a little nore, i.e., there are other
el ements of the claimed invention which, when taken together
with the clainmed |aser |ight source and photoreceptive
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surface, do distinguish over that disclosed or suggested by

Femal .

Claim 7 recites the photoreceptive surface and | aser
source, along with an imge data source and a two di nensi onal
interpolator for processing the inage data. But the claim
further recites that once the resanple val ue and associ at ed
two di nensional slope information is obtained, this
information is "used to control nodul ation of the |aser source
and its directed laser light spot.” Thus, we do not have a
situation here where the processing is the sane in both Fema
and the instant invention and the question is nmerely the kind
of display (CRT or laser printer) to which the output is sent.
Rat her, the instant clained subject matter is nore specific.

It sets forth a photoreceptive surface and a | aser source and
then determi nes certain information through processing in the
i nterpolator and actually uses that information to rel ate back
to the photoreceptive surface and | aser source and control
nodul ation of the |aser source and its directed | aser |ight
spot upon the photoreceptive surface. Thus, the clained

processing is used to actually control the |aser source. This
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is much different fromany type of control effected upon the
CRT by Fenmal and there is absolutely no suggestion in Fenal
for the clainmed control of the nodul ation of a |aser source
and its directed laser |ight spot upon a photoreceptive

surf ace.

Accordingly, the examner's rejection of claim7 under

35 US.C. § 103 is reversed.

REVERSED

KENNETH W HAI RSTON )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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